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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The optical 
separation layer 25 is incorrectly referenced as 24 (Pg 10, 31). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. The limitation that the sealing layer covers at least 80% of a 

surface of the film element contradicts the drawings and specification. The only way 

the sealing layer can "cover" the film element is through a window (see Figure 2), 

however these windows do not cover a substantial area of the film element, perhaps 

only 20% as shown (see Figure 1). This discrepancy renders the claim indefinite. For 

prosecution on its merits however, the claim will be construed to mean wherein the 

sealing layer has a surface area of at least 80% the surface area of the film element 

(This interpretation is congruent with claim 3). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-5, 9-13, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Farber (US 6,036,230) in view of Hseih et al. (US 2005/01531 13) and Keller et al. 
(US 2005/0104364). 

In respect to claims 1 , 4, and 6-8, Farber discloses a security document 
comprising a paper support 1 having window-shaped openings 2 which are closed by a 
transparent film element 3 which projects beyond the openings on all sides; opposite 
the film element 3 is an identical sealing layer 3 on the paper support 1 (Fig. 4); the film 
element 3 may contain an additional security feature (Col. 2, 6-10). Farber does not 
specifically disclose that the additional security feature is an optical security feature or 
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that the sealing layer 3 comprises a lacquer which is applied by a screen printing 
process resulting in a lacquer layer 2 to 10 urn thick. 

Hseih et al. teach applying a protective lacquer layer 63 with a thickness of 2 to 
10 urn (0073) via a screen printing method (0077) and it would have been obvious to 
one or ordinary skill at the time the invention was made to provide the sealing layer 
taught in Farber by a screen printing method in view of Hseih et al. to provide a 
sufficiently thick lacquer layer that screen printing enables (Hseih et al, 0077). 
Furthermore, the patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production 
(MPEP2113, R-1) 

Keller et al. teaches a similar security 1 document having windows 2 which are 
covered by a film element 3, which comprise optically variable security features (0005- 
0006, Fig 2 & Fig. 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide the security features taught in Farber as 
optically variable devices in view of Keller et al. to provide forgery-proofness having a 
visually recognizable appearance (human observable) (Keller et al., 0004-0005) 

In respect to claims 2 and 3, Farber further discloses that the sealing layer may 
be the upper film layer 3 and the film element may be the lower film layer 3 (Fig. 4); in 
this instance, the upper sealing layer 3 appears to have 100%-120% of the area of the 
lower film element 3. Although the disclosure does not explicitly state this range, it 
would have obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to provide a sealing layer that is the same size or slightly larger than the film layer to 
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ensure adequate sealing. The claim would have been obvious because a particular 
known technique was recognized as part of the ordinary capabilities of one skilled in the 
art. 

In respect to claim 5, Keller et al. further teach providing the film element 3 with 
additional security features in the form of printed images (0007). 

In respect to claims 9-13, Farber further disclose that the sealing layer 3 and film 
element 3 are comprised of the same plastic material. Thus it follows that the sealing 
layer, which comprises the lacquer layer, and the film element have the same 
expansion coefficient and moduli of elasticity -which are inherent properties of the 
material, whichever plastic material is chosen. 

In respect to claims 14-16, Farber as modified by Hseih et al. and Keller et al. 
disclose the claimed subject matter for the reasons stated above. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Herrmann et al. (US 2002/0030360), Heim (US 2005/0127663), 
Hardwick et al. (US 2002/0027361), Moreau (US 2007/0029784), Antes et al. (US 
5,714,213), and Bohm et al. (US 6,343,745) disclose similar inventions. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle Grabowski whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3518. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, every other 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dana Ross can be reached on (571)272-4480. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Dana Ross/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 3725 

/Kyle Grabowski/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3725 



